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7 COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

This chapter summarizes costs and benefits associated wnth the proposed action and the no-action
alternative. Chapter 4 of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) discusses the potential -
socioeconomic impacts of the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposcd National
Ennchmcnt Facility (NEF) by the Louisiana Enrichment Services (LES).

The xmplementanon of the proposed action would generate national, regional, and local i:;eneﬁts and

- costs. The national benefits of building the proposed NEF include a greater assurance of a stable

domestic supply of low-enriched uranium. The regional benefits of building the proposed NEF are
increased employment, economic activity, and tax revenues in the region around the site. Some of these
regional benefits, such as tax revenues, accrue specifically to Lea County and the City of Eunice. Other
benefits may extend to neighboring counties in Texas. Costs associated with the proposed NEF are, for
the most part, limited to the arca surrounding the site. Examples of these environmental impacts would
‘include increased road traffic and the présénce of temporarily stored Wwastes. "However, the impact of
these environmental costs on the local community are considered to be SMALL. -

71 No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the propos'ed NEF would not be constructed or operated in Lea County, ’
New Mexico. The proposed site would remain undisturbed, and ecological, natural, and socioeconomic
resources would remain unaffected. All potcnnal local environmental impacts related to water use, Jand
use, ground-water contamination, ecology, air emlssxons, human health and occupational safety, waste
storage and disposal, disposition of depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUFy), and decommissioning and
decontamination would be avoided. Similarly, ail socioeconomic unpacts related to employment,
economic activity, population, housing, community resources, and financing would be avoided.

72 Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, LES would construct, opcrate, and decommission the proposed NEF in Lea
County, New Mexico. In support of this proposed action, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) would grant a license to LES to possess and use source material, byproduct, and special nuclear
material in accordance with the requirements of Title 10, “Energy,” of the U.S. Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR) Parts 30, 40, and 70. The proposedNEFwould be constructed over an eight-year
period with operations beginning during the third construction year, Production would increase as
additional cascades are completed and reach full production approximately seven years after initial

- ground breaking. Peak enrichment operations would continue for about 13 years, and then production

would gradually wind-down as decommissioning and decontamination begms The principal
socioeconomic |mpact or benefit from the proposed NEF would be an increase in the jobs in the region of
influence. ‘The region of influence is defined as a radius of 120 kilometers (75 miles) from the proposed
NEF. Enrichment operations and decomtmssxomng and decontamination would overlap for about five
years. As production winds-down, some operations personnel would gradually migrate to
dccomm1ssxonmg and decontamination activities.

_Bascd onthe cumnt populatnon of the rcglon of influence (i o 82,982 pcople in 2000)," the llmltcd

number of new people and jobs created by the constructnon and operation of the proposed NEF in the
region of influence would not be expected to lead to a sxgmi' cant change in population or causea
significant change in the demand for housing and public services. The total populatxon increase at peak
construction would be estimated to be 280 residents and less during later construction stages and facility
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operations. With 15 percent of housing units currently unoccupied, no housing demand impact is
expected during facility construction and operation. Further, any additional demand for public services
would not be significant given the small change in population.

The construction and operation of the proposed NEF would provide additional tax revenues to the State
of New Mexico, Lea County, and the city of Eunice. Tax revenues would accrue primarily to the State of
New Mexico through an increase in gross receipts taxes and corporate income taxes. Over the 30-year
operating life of the proposed NEF, estimated property taxes could range between $10 and $14 million
(LES, 2004a). Table 7-1 shows a summary of the estimated tax revenue to the State and local community
during the life of the proposed NEF.

Table 7-1 Summary of Estimated Tax Revenues to State and Local Communities
Over 30 Year Facility Life (in 2002 dollars) * -

Type of Tax * New Mexico Lea County Total
Gross Receipts Tax
High Estimate $ 32,300,000 $ 1,700,000 $ 34,000,000
Low Estimate $ 21,850,000 $ 1,150,000 $ 23,000,000
NM Corporate Income Tax ® :
High Estimate $ 140,000,000 N/A€© $ 140,000,000
Low Estimate $ 120,000,000 N/A€ $ 120,000,000
NM Property Tax '
High Estimate - $ 14,000,000 $ 14,000,000
Low Estimate - $ 10,000,000 $ 10,000,000

* Tax values are based on tax rates as of April 2004,

® Based on average camings over the life of the proposed NEF,
¢ Allocation would be made by the State of New Mexico.
Source: LES, 20042

72.1 Costs Associated with Construction Actmtm

The proposed NEF is estimated to cost $1.2 billion (in 2002 dolla:s) to construct. This excludes
escalation, contingencies, and interest. About one-third of the cost of constructing the proposed NEF
would be spent locally on goods, scrvxccs, and wages. Constructxon Jjobs are expected to pay above
average wages for the Lea County region (LES, 2004a).

Construction of the proposed NEF would provide up to 800 construction jobs during the peak
construction period and an average of 397 jobs per year for the 8 years of construction. Construction of
the proposed NEF would have indirect economic impacts by creating an average of 582 additional jobs in
the community each year (Figure 4-4). The combined direct and indirect jobs expected to be created

.would provide a moderately beneficial socioeconomic impact for the communities within the region of

influence. Due to the transitory nature of the construction crews, the projected influx of workers and
their families during construction would have only a SMALL impact on the housing vacancy rate and
demand for public services (LES, 2004a).
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722 Costs Associated with the Operation of the Proposed NEF

Operation of the proposed NEF would provide a maximum of 210 full-time jobs with an average of 150 .
jobs per year overthe life of the facxlxty (Figure 4-4). 'l'hesc 210 direct jObS would gencmtc an additional
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173 indirect jobs on average in the region of
influence. The combination of the direct and
indirect JObS wéuld ‘have a MODERATE
impact on the economics of the communities
within the region of influence. Most of the

impact would be a direct result of the $10.5

million in payroll and another $9.6 million in
purchasés of lo¢al goods ard services LES
expects to spend during peak operations
(LES, 2004a)." The influx of workers would
have only a SMALL 1mpact on the vacancy
rates for housing in the region of influence,
and purchase of local goods and services

would have a similar SMALL impact on the

supply and demand for the région of
influence. The jobs are expected to pay

above average wages for Lea County, New -

Mexico.

723" Costs Associated wntb])lsposlhon E

of the DUF‘

The proposed NEF would gerierate two
components, low-enriched uranium-
hexafluoride (or product), and DUF,. The
low-ennchcd uranium would be sold to
nuclear fuel fabricators. During operation,
the proposeéd NEF would generate "
approximately 7,800 metric tons (8,600 tons)
of DUF, annually during peak operations.*
This would be stored in an estimated 627

uranium byproduct cylinders (UBCs) each

year. These UBCs would be temporarily
stored onsite on an outside storage pad. The

storage pad could ultimately have a capacity of 15,727 UBCs, whnch would bc suff cxent to store thc total

The size o.'fﬂ;e sociloeconomic impacts are .
defined as follows in this Draft EIS:

Employment/economic activity — Small is -

<0.1- percent increase in employment;
moderate is between 0.1- and 1.0-percent
increase in employment; and large is
defined as >l-percent increase in
employment.

Eagglalionﬂrousing imgact ~Small is
<0.1-percent increase in population growth.
and/or <20-percent of vacant housing units
required; moderate is between 0.1- and
1.0-percent increase in population growth
and/or between 20 and 50 percentof . |
vacant housing units required; and Iargg .
impacts are defined as >1-percent increase
in population growth and/or >50 Ppercent of
vacant housing units reqwred

Public servfceﬂinancing —Small is <I -
percent increase in local revenives; .
moderate is between 1- and S-percent .. .
increase in local revenues large impacts
are defined as >5- percent increase in "
local revenues.

| Source: NRC.1999: DO, 1995.

v
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ciimulative production of DUF, over the 30-ycar expectcd life of thc facxhty (LES 2004a)

TheNRC evaluatcd scvcml altematxves to the LES proposcd actxon As part of its cvaluauon of the

proposed action, the NRC evaluated two options for disposal of the DUF,; (1) conversion by a privately-
owned facility, and (2) conversion by a DOE facility. LES's preferred approach is transporting the
material toa pnvatc convcrsnon facility. Section 4.2.14.3 of this Draft EIS discusses the DUF, dxsposal

options. -
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There are numerous possible pathways for the transport, conversion, and disposal of DUFg (LLNL,

1997). In addition, there are some potcntxally beneficial uses for DUF, (Haire and Cmff 2004) For

example, DUF¢ has been used in a variety of
applications ranging from munitions to
counterweights, and attempts are being made to
develop new uses that potentially could
mitigate some or all of the costs of DUF;
disposition (Haire and Croff, 2004). However,
the current inventory of depleted uranium in
the U.S. far exceeds the current and near-term
future demand for the material. For each of the
two disposition options, it is assumed that the
most tractable disposition pathway and the one
supported by the NRC is to convert the DUF,
to a more stable oxide form (U,0,) and dispose
of the material in a licensed disposal facility.

LES is required to put in place a financial
surety bonding mcchamsm to assure that
adequate funds would be available to dispose
of all DUF, generated by the proposed NEF
(10 CFR § 70.25). The amount of funding LES
proposes to set aside for DUF‘ disposition is
$5.50 per kilogram of uranium (LES, 2004a;
LES, 2004b). This amount is based on LES’
estimate of the cost of converting and
disposing of all DUF, generated during
operation of the proposed NEF. This is
consistent with three independent cost
estimates obtained by LES, The NRC will
evaluate the adequacy of the proposed funding
in the Safety Evaluation Report.

Under the disposition options considered in
this Draft EIS, the DUF would be converted to
U,0, at a conversion facility located eitherata
private facility outside the mgion of influence
(Option 1a); at a private conversion facility

DUF, Disposition Optionis Coizsidered'

Option la: Private Conversion Facility (LES

Preferred Option). Transporting the UBCs
Jrom the proposed NEF to an unidentified

private conversion facx'Iity_ outside the region of
influence. After conversion to UyO,, the wastes
would then be transported to a licensed

disposal faczhry for final disposition.

Option 1b: Adzacent Private Qonversxon )
Facility. Transporting the UBCs from the
proposed NEF to an adjacent private .
conversion facility. This facility is assumed to
be adjacent to the site and would minimize the
amouwunt of DUF, onsite by allowing for
ship-as-you-generate waste management of the
converted U,0, and associated conversion
byproducts (i.e., CaF,). The wastes would then
be transported 1o a licensed disposal facility
Jor final disposition.

Option 2: DOE Conversion Facility.
Transporting UBCs from the proposed NEF lo

a DOE conversion facility. For example, the
UBCs could be transported to one of the DOE
conversion facilities either at Paducah, .
Kentucky, or Portsmouth, Ohio (DOE, 2004a;
DOE, 2004b). The wastes would then be
transported to a licensed disposal facility, jbr
final disposition.
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within the region of influence of the proposed NEF (Option 1b); or at the DOE conversion facilities to be

Jocated at Portsmouth, Ohio, and Paducah, Kentucky (Option 2). Conversion of the maximum DUF,

inventory which could be produced at the proposed NEF could extend the time of operation by

approximately 11 years for the Paducah conversion facility or 15 years for the Portsmouth conversion

facility.

The conversion facilities at Paducah and Portsmouth would have annual processing capacities of 18,000
and 13,500 metric tons DUF,, respectively (DOE, 2004c). Assuming a completion date of 2006 for these
conversion facilities, the stockpiles held at Paducah could be processed by the year 2031, and the
stockpiles destined for the Portsmouth conversion facility could be converted by the year 2025.
Production at the proposed NEF is scheduled to cease by the year 2034. Therefore, the Portsmouth
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facility could begin processing the accumulated DUF, in 2026 and have nearly all of the accumulated

UBCs processed by 2038, which is the time decommissioning and dccontammauon activities are
scheduled to cnd

Converting the accumulated proposed NEF DUF; could therefore extend the socioceconomic impacts of
one of these facilities, It is estimated that slightly more than 300 direct and indirect jobs would be
created by each conversion facility at Portsmouth and Paducah, each with a total annual income of
approxxmatcly'SIB million (2002 dollars) (DOE, 2004a; DOE, 2004b). While a conversion facility
within the region of influence of the proposed NEF or at another pnvatc site would be designed with a

) 'sllghtly smaller processing capacity, it can be assumed that the socioeconomic opcmtlonal lmpacts would
- "be smaller than, and therefore bounded by, the DOE facilities.

For a new conversion facility with a lower processing capacity constructed near the proposed NEF or at
another location, the construction impacts would be approximately 180 total jobs created for a total
annual income of $6.9 million. Construction would take place in a two-year period (DOE, 2004aand - -

'2004b) Operating the facility would create about 185 jobs (direct and indirect) with a total annual

mcome of $7.4 million.

The disposition costs for temporarily storing the UBCs until decontamination and decommissioning
begins would be minimal for the first 21 years of operation of the proposed NEF but would increase as
DUF, is shipped offsite. These costs, which include construction of the UBC storage pads and ongoing :
monitoring of the UBCs, would be small relative to costs for construction and operations. A private

facility would be able to begin the conversion and disposal process immediately upon being constmctcd, o

reducing the cost of constructing additional storage pads at the proposed NEF. The DOE conversion
facilities could accept DUF as it is generated by the proposed NEF or DOE could wait until completion
of conversion of their own materials before accepting DUF from the proposed NEF. In 2002 dollars, the
cumulative cost of DUF disposition would be $731 million using the $5.50 per kilogram of uranium
estimate (LES, 20042).

Disposition Option.s laand 2 (using a private . convérsion facility outside 'th'c'rcgion of influence or using

-~the DOE conversion facilities, rcspcctxvcly) are similar in terms of environmental |mpact. Specific

offsite impacts would depend on the timing of the shlpmcnts the location of the conversion facility,

length of storage at the conversion facility prior to’processing, and thc location and type of fi nal bunal of :
the U,0,.

A private conversion facility located within the regxon of influence would result in the smallest onsite

* accumulation of DUF,. All shipments offsite ‘would occur shortly after generation, and the material
" would be quxckly converted to oxide and shlppcd to afinal disposal site. The effect of storage would be

to de]ay conversion and shift cost curves to the future.
73  Costs Associated with Decommissioning Activities

Approximately 21 years after initial groundbreaking, the proposed NEF would begin the shutdown of
operations and LES would initiate the decommissioning and decontamination process. As the
enrichment cascades are stopped and the site decontamination starts, some of the operational jobs would
be eliminated. LES estimates that 10 percent of the operations workforce would be transferred to
decommissioning and decontamination activities while other operations personnel would be gradually

laid off. It is also possible that private contractors could be used to decontaminate and decommission the
proposed NEF.,

7-5
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Using current decommissioning and decontamination techniques, it is estimated that the total workforce
during most of the decommissioning and decontamination effort would average 21 direct jobs per year -
with an additional 20 indirect jobs for part of the 9 years required to complete the decommissioning and
decontamination activities. The pay scale on the decommissioning and decontamination jobs would be
slightly lower than that paid during operation, but it would still be higher than the general average for the
region of influence.

Implementation of decommissioning and decontamination activities would have a SMALL .
socioeconomic impact on the region of influence. LES estimates the total cost of decommissioning to be
about $837.5 million. Completion of the decommissioning and decontamination activities would result
in a shutdown facility with no employees. The site structures and some supporting equipment would
remain and be available for alternative use.

74  Summary of Benefits of Proposed NEF

Implementation of the proposed action would have a moderate overall economic impact on the region of
influence. Table 7-2 summarizes the expenditures and jobs expected during each phase of the proposed
project.

Table 7-2 ‘Summary of Expenditures and Jobs Expected to be Created

Project Ph Expenditures ' Number of Jobs
jeet e (in 2003 dollars) Direct Indirect

Construction Total - $ 1.2 billion 397 (average) 582 (average)
] Local - $ 390 million 800 (peak)

Operations - $ 23.2 million 150 (average) 173 (average)

(annual at peak operations) 210 (peak)
Decommissioningand $ 837.5 million ($106.3 million 21 20
Decontamination excluding DUF, disposition)

Decommissionix;g of the proposed NEF would be phased in over a nine-year period. During this time, .
the number of jobs would slowly decrease, and the types of positions would switch from operations to
decontamination and waste shipment.

Under temporary storage of UBCs during the operational life of the proposed NEF, the DUF would
remain onsite until the start of decommissioning. It would then be shipped to a conversion facility for
processing and disposal. This would require the maximum number of jobs for surveillance and
maintenance of the DUF; during the operating phase of the proposed NEF.

Table 7-3 shows a summary of the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed action with the various DUF,
disposal options.
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-Table 7-3 Socioeconomic Benefits of the Proposéd Action with DUF, Disposition Options

Benefit/Cost

" Proposed Action with Proposed DUF, Disposition Option

No Action

Option'2

Need for Facility

National Energy ~ No Local Impact
Security

TemporaryStorage Options Iz and 1b

Increased Supply  Increased Supply  Increased Supply
Security Security . Security .

Construction

Employment/ NoLocalImpact Moderate Local Moderate Local Moderate Local

Economic Activity Impact Impact Impact

Population/Housing No Locallmpact  , Small Impact Small Impact Small Impact

Public Servicesy ~ NoLocalImpact ~ Small Impact Small Impact Small Impact

Financing )

Operations ) .

Employment/ NoLocal Impact  Moderate Local Moderate Local Moderate Local -

Economic Activity Impact Impact Impact

Population/Housing No Local Impaét Small Impact * Small Impact Small Impact

Public Servicess NoLocallmpact ~ Small Impact Small Impact Small Impact

Financing . .

Decontamination & Decommissioning .

Employment/ NoLocalImpact ~ SmallImpact’ © ~ SmallImpact - Small Impact

Economic Activity . o

Population/Housing No LocalImpact  .Small Impact Small Impact Smal[_lm;iact

Public Services’  NoLocalImpact ~ Small Impact - Small Impact - Small Impact

Financing

Tails disposition _ e

Disposition Costs  No Local Impact Requires Maximum  Surveillance and Surveillance and
Surveillance and Maintenance Maintenance

“*** Maintenance of " Depends on Timing Depends on Timing

Employment/ No Local Impact
Eco‘r)lor)r’lxirzz Activity - . P

Inventory

Small Impact

7-7

‘of Shipments.

Option 1b—No
. _Additional
Expenditures
Required to Monitor
. and Maintain
Inventory

of Shipments

Option 1a—Small Small Impact
. Impact .
Option 1b-
Moderate Impact to
Employment with
Presence of DUF,
Conversion Facility
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Proposed Action with Proposed DUF Disposition Option

Benefit/Cost No Action
. *  TemporaryStorage Options 1aand 1b Option 2
Population/Housing No Local Impact Small Impact Optio?n}a —Small Small Impact
pact
Option 1b— Small
Impact
Public Servicess/  No Local Impact Small Impact Option 1a—Small Small Impact
Financing Impact
tion b — Small
Op Impact
Disposition opuons:

Option 12— Private DUF, conversion facility Jocated outside the region of influence.
Option 1b - Private DUF, conversion facility located inside the region of influence.
Option 2 — Transport the UBCs from the proposed NEF site to a DOE conversion facility.

75 References

(DOE, 1999) U.S. Department of Energy. “Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Alternative Strategies for the Long-Term Management and Use of Depleted Uramum Hexafluoride.”
DOE/EIS-0269. April 1999,

(DOE, 2004a) U.S. Department of Energy. “Final Environmental Impact Statement for Construction and
Operation of a Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride Conversion Facility at the Paducah, Kentucky, Site.”
DOE/EIS-0359. Office of Environmental Management. June 2004,

(DOE, 2004b) U.S. Department of Energy. “Final Environmental Impact Statement for Construction and

*Operation of a Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride Conversion Facility at the Portsmouth, Ohio, Site.”

DOE/EIS-0360. Office of Environmental Management. June 2004,

(DOE, 2004c) U.S. Department of Energy. “Audit Report: Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride Conversion.”
DOE/IG-0642. March 2004,

(Haire and Croff, 2004) Haire, M.J. and A G. Croff. “Cost-Effectiveness of Utilizing Surplus Depleted
Uranium (DU).” WVaste Management 2004 Symposium. February 29-March 4, 2004.

(LES, 2004a) Louisiana Energy Services. “National Enrichment Facility Environment Report.”
Revision 2. NRC Docket No. 70-3103, July 2004.

(LES, 2004b) Louisiana Energy Services. Letter from James R. Curtiss, Counsel to Louisiana Energy
Services. Tails Disposition Costs. June 4, 2004.

(LLNL, 1997) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. “Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride Management
Program.” UCRL-AR-124080. Vol. 1, Rev. 2 and Vol. 2. J.W. Dubrin etal. May 1997.

(NRC, 1999) U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commiss.ion. “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants.” NUREG-1437, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. August
1999.




W00 ~1O\ W & LN

8 AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED

The following sections list the agencics and persons consulted for mformatxon and data for use in the

_ preparation of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS).

81  Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Andrews, Texas
Darren Richardson, Geologist

U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Terrt T. Slack, Office of Chief Counsel

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Carlsbad, New Mexico
Link Lacewell, Hazardous Material Coordinator
Peg Sorensen, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Leslie Theiss, Carlsbad Field Manager

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Intcrmountam Reglon, Denver, Colorado
Cheryl Eckhardt, NEPA/106 Specialist

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, New Mexico Ecological Services Field
Office, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Susan MacMullin, Field Supervisor

82 State Agencies

State of New Mexico, Department of Cultural Affairs, Historic Preservation Division, Santa Fe, New
Mexico

Jan Biella, Planning Section Chief

Michelle M. Ensey, Staff Archaeologist

Phillip Young, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

State of New Mexico, Department of Energy, Mmcrals & Natural Rcsourccs, Oil Conscrvauon Dmsnon,
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Martyne Kieling, Environmental Geologist

Sandra Massengill, Planner Director

Jane Prouty, Environmental Geologlst

State of New Mexico, Depanmcnt of Game & Fxsh Santa Fc, New Mexico -
Lisa Kirkpatrick, Chief, Conservation Services Division

New Mexico Department of Transportation, Transportation Planning Division, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Juan Martinez, Engineering Support Section

New Mexico State Land Office, Santa Fe, New Mexico
David C. Eck, Cultural Resource Specialist
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State of New Mexico Department of Transportation, District 2, Roswell, New Mexico
Ben Chance, Area Maintenance Superintendent

Texas Bureau of Economic Gcolégy, Austin, Texas
Jay Raney, Associate Director

‘Texas Bureau of Radiation Control, Austin, Texas
Chrissie Toungate, Records Specialist

83 Local Agencies

City of Eunice, Eunice, New Mexico
Ron Abousleman, City Manager
James Brown, Mayor
Roxie Lester, Public Works Manager

City of Hobbs, Hobbs, New Mexico .
Tim Woomer, Director of Utilities

Economic Development Corporation of Lea County, Hobbs, New Mexico
Erica Valdez, Interim Executive Director

Lea County, Lovington, New Mexico
Dennis M. Holmberg, Lea County Manager
Jerry Reynolds, Director of Environmental Services Department

Lea County Cowboy Hall of Fame and Western Heritage Center, Hobbs, New Mexico
LaJean Bumnett, Executive Director

Lea County Museum, Lovington, New Mexico
Jim Harris, Director

84 Indian Tribes

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, Anadarko, Oklahoma
Alonso Chalepah, Chairman

Comanche Nation, Lawton, Oklahoma
Jimmy Arterberry, Director of Environmental Programs
Donnila F. Sovo, Environmental Programs

Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Camnegie, Oklahoma
Clifford McKenzie, Chairman

Mescalero Apache Tribe, Mescalero, New Mexico
Holly Houghten, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Ysleta del Sur Pueblo, El Paso, Texas
Arturo Sinclair, Govermnor
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85 Others

Eddie Seay Consultants, Eunice, New Mexico
Eddie Seay, President

Envirocare, Inc., Clive, Utah
Al Rafati, Vice President
Dana Simonsen, Vice President

Lea County Archaeological Society, Andrews, Texas
Lewis Robertson, President

Private Individuals, Eunice, New Mexico
Dan Berry, former State Legislator, cattle rancher

Sundance Services, Inc., Eunice, New Mexico
Donna Roach, President

Wallach Concrete, Inc., Eunice, New Mexico
Robert Wallach, President

Waste Control Specialists, Andrews County, Texas
Dean Kunihiro, Vice President of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs
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9 LIST OF PREPARERS

9.1 U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Contnbuton .

Melanie Wong: EIS Pro_;ect Managcr ’ )
M.S., Environmental Engineering and Chemistry, Johns Hopkins Umversnty, 1995
Ycars of Experience: 9

Cynthia Barr: Storage and Transportation Safety Reviewer
B.A,, Political Science & B.S. Mathematics, College of Charleston, 1991
M.S., Environmental Systems Engineering, Clemson Umvcrs:ty, 1998
Years of Experience: 6 .

Matthew Blevins: Project Manager
B.S., Chemistry, West Virginia Umvcrsnty, 1993
M.S., Environmental Systems Engineering, Clemson Umvcrsxty, 1995
Ycars of Experience: 10 .

Davnd Brown: Accident Analyses and Environmental Prot'cction License Reviewer
B.S., Physics, Muhlenberg College, 1990
M.S., Environmental Systems Engineering, Clemson University, 1993
Years of Experience: 14

Timothy Harris: Waste Management Reviewer
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Maryland, 1983
M.S., Environmental Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, 2004
Years of Expenence 21
Samuel Hcmandcz. Cultural Resources Reviewer |
B.S., Chemical Engineering, University of Pue_rto Rico, 2003
Years of Experience: 1

Eric Jacobi: Environmental Impact Reviewer
B.A,, Political Science and English, Umversnty of Virginia, cxpected 2006
Years of Experience: 1 }

Timothy Johnson: Project Manager
B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Worcester Polytechmc Institute, 1971
M.S., Nuclear Engineering, Ohio State Umvcrsxty, 1973,
Ycars of Experience: 30 .

Nadiyah Morgan: Environmental Impact Reviewer

B.S., Chemical Engineering, Florida A&M University, 2000
Years of Experience: > one .
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Clayton Pittiglio: Cost/Benefit Analysis Reviewer
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Maryland, 1969
M.E.A., Engineering Administration, George Washington University, 1981
Registered Professional Engineering in the State of Maryland and Washington, D.C.
Years of Experience: 30

Christine Schulte: Land Use Reviewer
B.A., Sociology, Dickinson College, 1993
M.S., Eavironmental Science and Policy, Johns Hopkins University, 2000
Years of Experience: 8

Phyllis Sobel: Environmental Justice Reviewer
B.S., Geological Sciences, Pennsylvania State University, 1969
Ph. D , Geophysics, University of anesota, 1978
Ycars of Experience: 11

Jessica Umana: Ecological Resources Reviewer
B.S., Geography and Environmental Science, University of Maryland-Baltimore, 2003
Years of Experience: 1

Alicia Williamson: Environmental Impact Reviewer
B.S., Biology, North Carolina A&T State University, 1999
M.S,, Environmental Science, North Carolina A&T State University, 2004
Years of Experience: 4

9.2 Advanced Technologies and Laboratories (ATL) Contributors

- Abe Zeitoun: ATL Project Manager, Purpose and Need, Waste Management, and Water Uses

B.S., Chemistry and Zoology, University of Alexandria, 1966
Ph.D., Environmental Sciences, Michigan State University, 1973
Years of Experience: 33

Tiffany Brake: Publications
A.A,, Visual Communications, Frederick Community College, 1999-Present
Centificate, Architectural Drafting, Maryland Drafting Institute, 1995
Years of Experience: 8

Beverly Flick: Affected Environment
B.S., Environmental Biology, University of Pittsburgh, 1978
M.S., Environmental Biology, Hood College, 1995
Years of Experience: 22

Julie Falconer: Technical Editing and Publication
B.A., English, James Madison University, 1990
Years of Experience: 12

Milton Gorden: Waste Management and Transportation Impacts

B.S., Nuclear Engineering, North Carolina State University, 1990
Years of Experience: 14
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Johanna Hollingsworth: Affected Environment ’
B.S., Biology/Chemistry, Oakwood College, 1998 :
M.P.H,, Environmental/Occupational Health, Loma Linda Umversxty, 2000
Years of Experience: 4

Kathleen Huber: Hydrogeology
B.S., Geology, St. Lawrence University, 1986
M.S., Geology, Ohio StateUmvemty, 1988
Years of Experience: 15

Vlad Isakov: Air Quality and Meteorology
M.S., Physics, St. Petersburg State University (Russia), 1984
M.S., Metearology, South Dakota School of Miaes and Technology, 1995
Ph.D., Atmospheric Science, Desert Rescarch Institute, University of Nevada, Reno, 1998
Years of Experience: 15 .

William Joyce: Dose Assessments and Transportation Impacts
B.S., Chemical Engineering, University of Connecticut, 1968
Years of Experience: 35

Valerie Kait: Technical Editor/Document Production
B.S., Zoology, University of Nebraska, 1970
M.B.A,, Finance, University of Houston, 1980
Years of Experience: 20 .

Paul Nickens: Cultural Resources
B.A., Anthropology/Geology, University of Co]orado 1969
M.A,, Anthropology/Geography, University of Colorado, 1974
Ph.D., Anthropology, University of Colorado, 1977
Years of Experience: 26

. Mark Notich: Quality Control Reviewer

B.S., Chemistry, University of Maryland, 1978
Years of Experience: 25

Mark Orr: Alternatives, Facility Operations, and Decommissioning
B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Point Park College, 1974
M.S., Technical Management, Johns Hopkins University, 1999
Years of Experience: 30

Don Palmrose: Alternatives, Waste Management, and Health Impacts
B.S., Nuclear Engineering, Oregon State University, 1979
Ph.D., Nuclear Engineering, Texas A&M Umversnty, 1993
Years of Experience: 25
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Robert Perlack: Socioeconomic and Cost/Benefit

B.S., Industrial Management, Lowell Technological Institute, 1972

M.S., Resource Economics, University of Massachusetts, 1975
Ph.D., Resource Economics, University of Massachusetts, 1978
Years of Experience: 32

Anthony Pierpoint: Noise Impacts
B.S., Agricultural Chemistry, University of Maryland, 1987
M.S., Civil Engineering, University of Maryland, 1995
Ph.D., Civil Engineering, University of Maryland, 1999
Years of Experience: 17

Alan Toblin: Water Resources and Hydrology
B.E., Chemical Engineering, The Cooper Union, 1968
M.S., Chemical Engineering, University of Maryland, 1970
Years of Experience: 32

Joseph Zabel: Technical Writing and Editing
B.A., English, University of Maryland, 1975
Years of Experience: 26

93  Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) Contributor

Michael Scott: Environmental Justice
B.S., Economics, Washington State University, 1970
M.S., Economics, University of Washington, 1971
Ph.D., Economics, University of Washington, 1975
Years of Experience: 29
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10 DISTRIBUTION LIST

Jimmy Arterberry, Director of Environment
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma

Jan Biella, Planning Section Chief, State of New
" Mexico, Department of Cultural Affairs

James Brown, Mayor, City of Eunice

Alonso Chalepah, Chairman, Apache Tribe of
Oklahoma

Claydean Claiborne, Mayor, City of Jal

Clay Clarke, As:sistant General Counsel, New
' Mexico Department of Environment

Wallace Coffey, Chairman, Comanche Nation
of Oklahoma

Ron Curry, Cabinet Secretary, New Mexico
Environmental Department

James Curtiss, Winston & Strawn

David C. Eck, Cultural Resource Specialist,
New Mexico State Land Office

Michelle M. Ensey, Staff Archaeologist, New
Mexico, Department of Cultural Affairs

Stephen Farris, Assistant Attorney General,
State of New Mexico

James Ferland, President, Louisiana Energy
Services

William Floyd, Manager, New Mexico
Environmental Department

Tannis Fox, Attorney, New Mexico
Environmental Department

Glen Hackler, City Manager, City of Andrews

Troy Harris, Mayor, City of Lovington
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Peter Hastings, Licensing and Safety Analysis
Manager, Duke Cogema Stone &
Webster .

Dennis M. Holmberg, Manager, Lea County

Holly Houghten, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer, Mescalero Apache Tribe

Bobby Jay, Cultural Resources Officer, Apache
Tribe of Oklahoma

Rod Krich, Vice President, Exelon Generation
Company

Lindsay Lovejoy, Jr., Attorney at Law, Nuclear
Information and Resource Service

Patricia Madrid, Attorney General, State of New
Mexico

Melissa Mascarenas, Legal Assistant, New
Mexico Environmental Department

Clifford McKenzie, Chairman, Kiowa Tribe of
Oklahoma

Peter Miner, Licensing Mariager, United States
Enrichment Corporation

Monty Newman, Mayor, City of Hobbs

David Pato, Assistant Attorney General, State of
New Mexico

Richard Ratliff, Chief, Texas Department of
Health-Bureau of Radiation Control

Betty Rickman, Mayor, Town of Tatum

Arturo Sinclair, Governor, Ysleta del Sur
Pueblo

Glenn Smith, Deputy Attorney General, State of
New Mexico
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Alan Stanfill, Senior Program Analyst, Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation

George Tahboune, Vice Chairman, Kiowa Tribe
of Oklahoma
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Derrith Watchman-Moore, Deputy Secretary,
New Mexico Environmental

Department

Phillip Young, Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer, State of New
Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs






